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A Perspective on Auditing and Standard Setting
Charles E. Landes
Director, Audit and Attest Standards
On June 24, 2002, Chuck Landes spoke at Northwestern University’s Kellogg 
School of Management’s Conference on Credible Financial Disclosures. In this 
article, Chuck summarizes some of the points made in that speech and considers 
them in the context of current legislation related to standard setting.
Many critics of the auditing profession seem to believe that Enron as well as other 
audit failures could have been avoided if the Auditing Standards Board (ASB) had 
not been setting auditing standards. They advocate that an independent group 
made up of members, the majority of whom have never performed an audit in 
their lives, should be setting or approving those standards. Do these same critics believe that 
complicated surgical procedures should be established by anyone other than doctors? Or that the 
design of bridges and buildings should be developed by a group of lay people with no 
engineering knowledge? When the SEC was discussing the formation of an SEC oversight board 
(now called the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board) I read the remarks of a critic 
who suggested that CPAs who would serve on the proposed Board might dominate the body 
because they would have the technical knowledge. I ask you, since when has it been in the 
public’s interest to have auditing standards set by someone who is not knowledgeable about 
auditing?
The ASB sets auditing and quality control standards, the standards and procedures to be followed 
by all auditors and CPA firms when performing audits. These standards are issued by the ASB 
after being formulated at task force meetings, presented and debated at public meetings, sent 
back to the task forces for revision, issued as exposure drafts for public comment, revised to 
reflect relevant comments, and finally voted on by the ASB for issuance as a final standard. The 
discussions at ASB meetings are open, vigorous, and challenging and representatives of the SEC 
as well as the Transition Oversight Staff, the group formed after the dissolution of the POB, 
attend all ASB meetings.
The ASB is made up of 15 of the most knowledgeable, hard working, and ethical individuals 
you could ever meet. And I would say the same for my staff who assists the ASB. The 
composition of the Board consists not only of practicing CPAs from firms of all sizes but also of 
a member from government, who until just recently represented the GAO, and the government 
member prior to that from the OMB, as well as an academic member. What you may not know 
is that the ASB does not set independence or ethics standards nor does the ASB set the 
accounting standards that public companies must follow in preparing their financial statements 
and disclosures. Likewise, the ASB does not investigate claims against CPAs, perform peer 
reviews, or otherwise have anything to do with the enforcement actions taken against CPAs who 
do not follow generally accepted auditing standards.
Professor James Largay, in his article “Lessons From Enron” in the June 2002 issue of 
Accounting Horizons states:
I doubt there is a group of standard setters on this earth that can enumerate enough 
rules to contain those who are intent on circumventing full and fair disclosure. The 
only answer is the rebirth of professional judgment in an environment characterized 
by incentives that make the prudent exercise of judgment the only viable alternative.
To be independent or objective, auditors must never lose sight of their commitment to call the 
shots as they see them. That is the reason society licenses us to practice and why auditing is a 
profession. We must subordinate our commercial instincts and desire to help our clients to carry 
out our overriding public responsibility to dispassionately and objectively report on financial 
statements. In carrying out this responsibility, we must remain free from bias or control in any 
form.
When we hear the terms independence, objectivity, professional judgment or professional 
skepticism, do we think of our professional role in society? Unfortunately, all too often the 
answer is no. Most of us default to thinking of rules—our code of conduct, the SEC rules, 
accounting rules, auditing rules, or our firm’s guidelines and rules. In other words, professional 
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ethics, as well as much of our professional behavior, is being driven by a list of rules we must 
follow, rather than the essence or spirit of those rules.
As I travel the country, I hear some auditors proclaim that their job is to determine whether the 
financial statements comply with or violate the rules of GAAP, giving little consideration to the 
words present fairly in the sentence of the auditor’s report that begins, “In our opinion, the 
financial statements of X Company present fairly........ Important as rules may be, they enable
individuals, corporations, and firms to avoid making tough decisions as long as their behavior 
falls within the limits of the rules. Rules in their final analysis, however, ring hollow without an 
understood and accepted rationale. That is why having more standards or having standards set 
by a different body is not the answer to the problem we are confronting.
The true problem we must face is a casual, and at times almost cynical, attitude toward auditing 
and the role of financial statements in society that permits auditors to accept something that does 
not quite pass the “smell test” merely because it seems to be within the rules, or at least is not 
prohibited by the rules. Fueled by the competitive pressures that exist today, insensitivity to the 
underlying substance of professional ethics on the part of individuals and firms is the greatest 
threat to the future of the profession. If not addressed head on, it will sap the profession’s 
strength, our credibility, and our very reason for being..
Firms, CPA professionals, educators and the AICPA must place greater emphasis than we have 
lately on the substance that underlies the rules. In the 25 years I have spent in public accounting, 
much, if not most of my time has been spent either learning rules or most recently writing 
auditing rules. I regret that we focus almost entirely on rules rather than on the underlying 
rationale. We tell people what to do and more often what not to do, but we have not sufficiently 
stressed the rationale.
I was taught 25 years ago, when there weren’t nearly as many auditing standards as there are 
today, that our professional responsibilities when we report on financial statements are clear and 
unambiguous—to let the chips fall where they may, without favoritism or bias. When it comes to 
preparing and reporting on financial statements, the auditor’s responsibility to the public comes 
first! The concept of client service as we frequently use the term— meaning that the client’s 
interest comes first—is not only irrelevant in this context, it is even out of place.
Yielding to the client’s desire becomes unethical when the client goes beyond choosing among 
acceptable alternatives or supports a position with inadequate or one-sided evidence. When the 
auditor, in the name of client service, helps a client find an unintended loophole in existing 
standards, the auditor is out of bounds.
The proliferation of auditing as well as accounting and reporting rules over the last two decades, 
coupled with the growing complexity of business, has, in my opinion, clearly aggravated the 
problem. The auditors of not too long ago had relatively few rules to follow but yet seemed to be 
able to get to the best answers. And, with far less significance attached to performance trends 
and earnings per share, clients offered less resistance to proposed adjustments even when they 
might not agree.
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How different is the situation today! The intricate network of rules, some so complex as to 
require even experienced accountants and auditors to seek consultation with experts, tends to 
make accountants and auditors focus on the rules themselves rather than on the substance that 
lies behind them. And clients, particularly large ones, frequently have a sophisticated 
understanding of these accounting rules and the impact on their earnings, ratios, and other 
performance indicators that are so important today. It is all too frequent in today’s environment 
that we, as auditors, hear our client’s ask “Show me where it says I can’t do this?”
With this situation prevailing, it becomes easy for an auditor to regard the rules as the ends in 
themselves and to see nothing wrong in finding ways to avoid them without breaking them.
As an audit profession, we must constantly keep in mind our basic obligation— to maintain strict 
impartiality in all aspects of audits or other work that involves reporting to third parties. 
Therefore, if the public perception is that we may not be objective, separating external auditing 
from internal auditing or IT consulting from the financial reporting process can hardly be 
considered too onerous for a profession that has accepted the responsibilities inherent in the role 
of public watchdog.
It would be unfair to suggest that individuals alone need to be made more sensitive to ethical 
imperatives. The same applies to firms and corporations. Many professional CPA firms, as well 
as corporations have issued codes of conduct— and this is important. They must, however, act 
in such a way as to leave no doubt in the minds of members and employees that they mean what 
they say, that they are totally committed to high ethical standards.
Can auditing standards be improved? Of course they can and the public should know that we 
have a continuous improvement process in place to make certain that auditing standards are of 
the highest quality and provide the needed guidance to auditors. As part of our continuous 
improvement process, we know, for example, we can do a better job in terms of our fraud 
detection and risk assessment guidance, two projects that we started before the Enron crisis 
became known. We also know that we need to take a serious look at the auditor’s 
communication responsibilities.
As we move forward, I only hope that we do not fall into the trap of thinking that we can 
legislate behavior by establishing rules. I also hope that the American public does not come to 
believe that the silver bullet is moving the audit standard-setting process out from under the 
Auditing Standards Board to another body whose expertise does not include auditing.
I also hope that this learned profession and the men and women who work hard to do the right 
thing to earn the public’s trust will constantly keep in mind that ethical behavior, coupled with 
intelligent, competent service, is the foundation of our practice. Responsibility to the public for 
objective financial reporting must always come first. Only if we demonstrate this by our 
behavior will the profession regain the credibility needed for our existence.
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The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002
By Chuck Landes
In the wake of the current turbulent financial environment, President Bush signed into law on 
July 30, 2002, the most significant legislation affecting the accounting profession since 1933— 
the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002.
The Act dramatically affects the accounting profession and impacts not just the largest 
accounting firms, but any CPA actively working as an auditor of a publicly traded company.
Major provisions of the Act are summarized below:
• A new Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (the Board) will be appointed and 
overseen by the SEC. This private sector regulatory structure will be funded by public 
companies through mandatory fees.
• The Board will be made up of five members, two of whom must be or must have been 
CPAs. The remaining three must not be and cannot have been CPAs. The Chair may be 
held by one of the CPA members, but he or she must not have practiced accounting 
during the five years preceding his or her appointment. Auditors of public companies 
will be required to register with the Board
• The Board has the authority to set and enforce auditing, attestation, ethics, and quality 
control standards for public companies.
• The Act requires the Board to include in auditing standards certain requirements such as:
Retention of the audit work papers for a seven year period
A concurring or second partner review of audit reports
A description, in the auditor’s report of the scope of the auditor’s testing of the 
internal control structure and procedures of the issuer
Inclusion in the auditor’s report or in a separate report of (1) the findings of the 
auditor’s testing of internal controls, (2) an evaluation of (a) whether the internal 
control structure and procedures include maintenance by the issuer of records that 
accurately and fairly reflect the transactions and disposition of assets and (b) 
whether the issuer’s internal controls provide reasonable assurance that 
transactions are recorded in accordance with GAAP, and that receipts and 
expenditures are being made only in accordance with authorizations of 
management and directors; (3) a description, at a minimum, of material 
weaknesses in internal controls
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• The Board is empowered to inspect the auditing operations of public accounting firms 
and to investigate violations of securities laws, standards, competency and conduct.
• The Board can impose disciplinary or remedial sanctions for violations of the Board’s 
rules, securities laws related to public company audits, and professional accounting 
standards. The Board will perform annual quality reviews (inspections) for the largest 
audit firms (more than 100 issuers); smaller firms must be inspected every three years.
• The Act restricts the consulting work auditors may perform for a public company it 
audits. The following non-audit services are banned: bookkeeping, information systems 
design and implementation, appraisals or valuation services, actuarial services, internal 
audits, management and human resources services, broker/dealer and investment banking 
services, legal or expert services unrelated to audit services and other services the board 
determines by rule is impermissible. Non-audit services not banned are allowed if 
preapproved by the audit committee.
• Audit committees of the company’s board of directors are responsible for hiring, 
compensation, and oversight of the independent auditor.
• CEOs and CFOs are required to certify company financial statements, with criminal (up 
to 20 years) and civil (up to $5 million) penalties for false certification. In the event of a 
restatement of financial statements due to securities fraud, CEOs and CFOs must forfeit 
trading profits and bonuses received prior to the restatement.
• Document altering or destroying in a federal or bankruptcy investigation is now a felony 
with penalties of up to 20 years. Key audit documents and e-mail must be preserved for 
five years. It is a felony, with penalties of up to 10 years, to destroy such documents. 
There is also a provision that requires retention of key audit documents, as defined by the 
SEC, for 7 years.
• The statute of limitations for the discovery of fraud is extended to two years from the date 
of discovery and five years after the act. (It was previously one year from discovery and 
three from the act.)
For a more complete summary of the Act go to: 
http://www.aicpa.org/info/sarbanes_oxley_summary.htm
ASB Reviews Comments on Fraud Exposure Draft
by Kim M. Gibson
The Auditing Standards Board received approximately 50 comment letters on the exposure draft 
of the proposed Statement on Auditing Standards, Consideration of Fraud in a Financial 
Statement Audit. Overall, the comment letters supported the need for further authoritative 
guidance on the auditor’s consideration of fraud in a financial statement audit, and generally 
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supported the direction and positions taken in the exposure draft. The comment letters raised a 
broad range of issues for consideration. The letters were very thoughtful and constructive, 
providing excellent input that should result in an enhancement of the proposed standard.
The following are the significant issues presented in the preamble to the exposure draft, and a 
summary of the comments related to those issues.
Risk Assessment Approach. In general, the comment letters supported the overall approach to the 
assessment of material misstatement due to fraud that is outlined in the exposure draft. The most 
significant observations in this regard were thoughtful challenges to the proposed sequence for 
assessing material misstatement, for example, (1) the view that the auditor should obtain 
information needed to identify the risks of material misstatement due to fraud prior to discussion 
by the engagement personnel, and (2) the belief that the auditor should be permitted to take into 
account an evaluation of the entity’s programs and controls at the same time that he or she 
identifies the risks that may result in a material misstatement.
Classification of the Risk Factors. The responses to the exposure draft widely supported the 
classification of the risk factors into the three conditions present when fraud exists, that is, 
incentive/pressure, opportunity and attitude/rationalization. Accordingly, the fraud task force 
does not plan to change the classification approach.
Identification of Revenue Recognition as a Fraud Risk. Many comment letters expressed 
support for, and others raised concerns about the statement in paragraph 36 of the exposure draft 
that, “the auditor will ordinarily determine that there is a risk of material misstatement due to 
fraud relating to revenue recognition.” Some believe that this statement is appropriate while 
others are concerned that it is too strong a presumption—particularly when applied to certain 
nonpublic companies.
Furthermore, some have observed that it may be unclear whether the intent of the paragraph is to 
instruct auditors to presume that a risk related to revenue recognition is present. Finally, some 
believe that the reference to management override in the forepart of the paragraph does not relate 
well enough to the latter part of the paragraph.
Consideration of the Risk of Management Override of Controls. Most of the comment letters 
supported the exposure draft’s general approach for further addressing the risk of management 
override. However, some of the letters disapproved of differentiating between public and 
nonpublic entities in the applicability of the procedures, noting that the procedures are relevant to 
all entities and should be required in all audits. Conversely, others thought the presumption that 
these procedures are applicable to audits of nonpublic entities was too restrictive. A number of 
comment letters indicated the need for additional clarification regarding the actual implementation 
of the required procedures—particularly the section dealing with the examination of journal 
entries.
Inquiry of the Audit Committee about Fraud. The comment letters supported the exposure 
draft’s requirement that the auditor always inquire of the entity’s audit committee about the risks 
of fraud and whether the committee has any knowledge of fraud or suspected fraud.
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Emphasis on Professional Skepticism. The members of the Transition Oversight Staff (TOS) 
have strongly urged the ASB to expand and strengthen the discussion of professional skepticism, 
and in discussions with the TOS, the task force and ASB chairs agreed to work to add more 
emphasis to the need for the auditor to have a skeptical mindset when evaluating the sufficiency 
of and implications arising from all audit evidence.
Documentation Requirements. The comment letters widely endorsed the need for and the 
exposure draft’s approach to documentation requirements (paragraph 82). Accordingly, the task 
force does not believe significant changes to this section of the document are needed.
The fraud task force has reviewed all comments and is currently working on a revised draft for 
presentation at the September 2002 ASB meeting. The ASB and Fraud Task Force plan to have a 
final standard issued by the end of 2002. The exposure draft is currently available for viewing at 
the following Web site: 
http://ftp.aicpa.org/public/download/members/div/auditstd/finalEDSASConsiderationofFraud.pdf
ASB Issues Exposure Draft on Interim Financial 
Information
by Judith M. Sherinsky
The Auditing Standards Board (ASB) has issued an exposure draft of a proposed Statement on 
Auditing Standards (SAS) that would replace SAS No. 71, Interim Financial Information. The 
exposure draft of the proposed SAS was issued on July 26, 2002 and bears the same name as 
SAS No. 71.
The ASB is revising SAS No. 71 to provide additional guidance on performing reviews of 
interim financial information and incorporate the requirement of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC) for timely filings of interim financial information. This proposed SAS also 
incorporates relevant recommendations of the Public Oversight Board’s Panel on Audit 
Effectiveness in its August 31, 2000 document, Report and Recommendations, as well as 
recommendations of the AICPA’s Professional Issues Task Force in Practice Alert 2000-4, 
“Quarterly Review Procedures for Public Companies.” To view the POB report, go to 
http://www.pobauditpanel.org/download.html and to view Practice Alert 2000-4, go to 
www.aicpa.org/pubs/cpaltr/oct2000/supps/palertl.htm
The proposed standard would be applicable to an accountant performing a review of interim 
financial information of:
• A public entity, or
• A nonpublic entity that makes a filing with a regulatory agency in preparation for a 
public offering or listing, and has had or is currently having its latest annual financial 
statements audited.
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The term interim financial information means financial information or statements covering a 
period less than a full year or for a 12-month period ending on a date other than the entity's fiscal 
year end.
The term accountant, as used in this SAS, refers to a CPA performing a review engagement.
The proposed SAS would revise SAS No. 71 by:
• Clarifying the applicability of generally accepted auditing standards to a review of 
interim financial information.
• Citing the SEC requirement that an entity engage an independent accountant to review 
the entity’s interim financial information before the entity files its quarterly report on 
Form 10-Q or Form 10-QSB, and modifying the relevant guidance in the SAS to reflect 
this requirement.
• Providing guidance to an accountant performing an initial review of interim financial 
information. A review engagement is deemed an initial review if the accountant has not 
audited the financial statements of the previous year end.
• Requiring an accountant to establish an understanding with his or her client regarding the 
services to be performed in an interim review engagement, and specifying the matters 
generally included in that understanding.
• Requiring the accountant to perform certain additional specified procedures in an interim 
review engagement, including:
Comparing disaggregated revenue data, for example, comparing revenue reported 
by month and by product line or business segment for the current interim period 
with that of comparable prior periods.
Obtaining evidence that the interim financial information agrees or reconciles 
with the accounting records.
Inquiring of members of management who have responsibility for financial and 
accounting matters about their knowledge of any fraud perpetrated on the entity, 
any alleged or suspected fraud, or any allegations of fraudulent financial reporting 
on the part of the entity received in communications from employees, former 
employees, short sellers, financial analysts, or others.
• Providing an illustrative report for a review of comparative interim financial information.
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• Providing guidance on the accountant’s consideration, in an interim review engagement, 
of matters related to an entity’s ability to continue as a going concern, and presenting 
reporting options related to such matters.
• Adding an appendix to the SAS that presents examples of analytical procedures the 
accountant may consider performing in a review of interim financial information.
• Adding an appendix to the SAS that provides examples of unusual or complex situations 
an accountant would ordinarily consider inquiring about when conducting a review of 
interim financial information.
• Adding an appendix to the SAS containing two illustrative representation letters for a 
review of interim financial information. The first letter is designed to be used 
independently of any other letter. The second letter is designed to be used in conjunction 
with the representation letter for the audit of the financial statements of the prior year 
end.
The exposure draft can be viewed at or downloaded from the following Web site: 
http://www.aicpa.org/members/div/auditstd/drafts.htm Comments on the exposure draft are due 
by September 26, 2002 and may be emailed to Sharon Macey at smacey@aicpa.org
ASB Issues SAS To Prohibit Reporting on 
Hypothetical Transactions 
by Kim M. Gibson
As a result of concerns raised by the SEC and others regarding certain reports on the application 
of accounting principles and whether such reports are in the best interest of the public, the 
Auditing Standards Board (ASB) has issued Statement on Auditing Standards (SAS) No. 97, 
Amendment to SAS No. 50, Reports on the Application of Accounting Principles.
When an accountant is reporting on the application of accounting principles related to a 
hypothetical transaction, there is no way for that accountant to know, for example, whether the 
entity’s continuing accountant has reached a different conclusion on the application of 
accounting principles for the same or a similar transaction, or how the specific entity has 
accounted for similar transactions in the past. SAS No. 97 amends SAS No. 50 to prohibit an 
accountant from providing a written report on a hypothetical transaction.
SAS No. 97 also defines the terms reporting accountant and continuing accountant. This 
Statement is effective for written reports issued, or oral advice provided on or after June 30, 
2002. Earlier application of the provisions of the Statement is permissible.
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ASB Issues Exposure Draft on Auditing 
Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures 
by Gretchen Fischbach
In recent years, generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) have required entities to 
significantly increase the use of fair value for measuring, presenting, and disclosing in their 
financial statements assets, liabilities, and specific components of equity. The business 
environment and GAAP that apply to the transactions and events in that environment have 
become more complex. Along with that complexity and the increased use of fair value 
measurements and disclosures, comes an increasing acknowledgment of the importance of fair 
values in the financial reporting process. The ASB believes that a Statement on Auditing 
Standards (SAS) providing overall guidance on auditing considerations relating to fair value is 
needed to address the current and expected needs of practitioners.
The proposed SAS, entitled Auditing Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures, establishes 
general guidance that provides a framework within which the auditor can exercise professional 
judgment in auditing fair value measurements and disclosures. The proposed SAS does not 
address specific types of assets or liabilities, transactions, or industry-specific practices. SAS No. 
92, Auditing Derivative Instruments, Hedging Activities, and Investments in Securities (AU sec. 
332), is an example of such specific auditing guidance.
The proposed SAS requires the auditor to:
• Obtain sufficient competent audit evidence to provide reasonable assurance that fair 
value measurements and disclosures are in conformity with GAAP.
• Obtain an understanding of the entity’s process for determining fair value measurements 
and disclosures and of the relevant controls sufficient to develop an effective audit 
approach.
• Evaluate whether the fair value measurements and disclosures in the financial statements 
are in conformity with GAAP.
• Evaluate management’s intent and ability to carry out specific courses of action where 
relevant to the fair value measurements and disclosures.
• Evaluate whether the entity’s method of measurement is appropriate (this requirement 
applies where alternative methods for measuring fair value are available under GAAP, or 
where the method of measurement is not prescribed).
• Evaluate whether the entity’s fair value measurements are applied consistently.
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Consider whether to use the work of a specialist.
• Test the entity’s fair value measurements and disclosures (based on the assessment of the 
risk of material misstatement).
• Determine that the audit committee is informed about the process used by management in 
formulating particularly sensitive accounting estimates, including fair value estimates, 
and about the basis for the auditor's conclusions regarding the reasonableness of those 
estimates.
The comment period for this exposure draft ends on August 28, 2002. The exposure draft is 
available at the following location on the AICPA’s Web site: 
http://www.aicpa.org/members/div/auditstd/fair value.htm
ASB Votes To Issue Two Omnibus Standards 
and a Corollary SQCS 
by Kim M. Gibson
At its July 2002 meeting, the ASB voted to issue two omnibus standards that will be designated 
as Statement on Auditing Standards (SAS) No. 98, and Statement on Standards for Attestation 
Engagements (SSAE) No. 12, each titled Omnibus—2002. An omnibus standard is one that 
consists of amendments to various standards that have accumulated over time. Generally, these 
revisions do not, in and of themselves, warrant the issuance of separate standards; accordingly, 
an omnibus standard is issued. The following are the standards and topics addressed by the 
omnibus standards:
• SAS No. 95, Generally Accepted Auditing Standards. This amendment clarifies the 
authoritative status of appendices to the SASs by indicating that the appendices are 
interpretive publications. The term interpretive publications is defined in AU Section 
150.05.
• SAS No. 25, The Relationship of Generally Accepted Auditing Standards to Quality 
Control Standards, and SSAE No. 1, Attest Engagements. AU Sections 161.02 - .03 
and AT Sections. 101.17 - .18 are being amended to clarify the relationship between 
Statements on Quality Control Standards (SQCS) and engagements performed under the 
SASs and SSAEs. These amendments clarify that although an effective quality control 
system is conducive to compliance with GAAS or the attestation standards, deficiencies 
in or noncompliance with a firm’s quality control system do not, in and of themselves, 
indicate that an engagement was not performed in accordance with the applicable 
professional standards. (To mirror these revisions, SQCS No. 2, System of Quality 
Control for a CPA Firm’s Accounting and Auditing Practice (QC sec. 20.03), was 
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amended to clarify that deficiencies in individual audit, attest, compilation, and review 
engagements do not, in and of themselves, indicate that the firm’s system of quality 
control is insufficient to provide it with reasonable assurance that its personnel comply 
with applicable professional standards.)
SAS No. 47, Audit Risk and Materiality in Conducting an Audit. This amendment 
clarifies the auditor’s responsibility for evaluating audit adjustments by revising AU 
Section 312.34- 41 to indicate that an auditor should evaluate misstatements individually 
and in the aggregate.
Interpretation No. 6, “Responsibilities of Service Organizations and Service Auditors 
With Respect to Subsequent Events in a Service Auditor's Engagement,” of SAS No. 70, 
Service Organizations (AU sec. 9324.38-.40). This amendment revises the guidance in 
Interpretation No. 6 to require a service auditor to inquire of management about 
subsequent events. The guidance previously stated that a service auditor should consider 
inquiring of management about subsequent events. The amendment also rescinds 
Interpretation No. 6 and incorporates that guidance into SAS No. 70.
SAS No. 58, Reports on Audited Financial Statements. This amendment revises the 
guidance in paragraph 65 of SAS No. 58 regarding the dating of comparative financial 
statements to make it consistent with the guidance in paragraph 1 of AU Section 530, 
Dating of the Independent Auditor's Report. The amendment replaces the phrase 
completion of his most recent audit in paragraph 65 with the phrase completion of 
fieldwork for the most recent audit.
SAS No. 8, Other Information in Documents Containing Audited Financial Statements, 
and SAS No. 52, Required Supplementary Information. This amendment revises SAS 
Nos. 8 (AU sec. 550.07) and 52 (AU sec. 558.08 and 558.10) to indicate that an auditor 
may express an opinion, in relation to the basic financial statements taken as a whole, on 
supplementary information and other information that has been subjected to the auditing 
procedures applied in the audit of the basic financial statements.
SAS No. 52, Required Supplementary Information This amendment revises the 
applicability section of SAS No. 52 to include all sources of generally accepted 
accounting principles (GAAP). The SAS needed to be revised because the applicability 
section did not include such items as AICPA Industry Audit and Accounting Guides, 
which are considered GAAP in SAS No. 69, The Meaning of Present Fairly in 
Conformity With Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (AU sec. 411), as amended.
SAS No. 29, Reporting on Information Accompanying the Basic Financial Statements in 
Auditor-Submitted Documents, AU sec. 551.15. The existing guidance on 
supplementary information was silent as to whether an auditor is permitted to report that 
required supplementary information in an auditor-submitted document that is neither 
incomplete, nor otherwise deficient, is fairly stated in relation to the basic financial 
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statements taken as a whole. This amendment clarifies the reporting guidance in SAS 
No. 29 related to required supplementary information.
• SAS No. 1, Subsequent Discovery of Facts Existing at the Date of the Auditor’s Report 
AU sec. 560, This amendment revises the definition of subsequent events in AU 
Section 560 to make it consistent with Statement of Financial Statement Accounting 
Standards No. 5, Accounting for Contingencies.
• SAS No. 1, Codification of Auditing Standards and Procedures The amendment 
clarifies that after the date of the auditor’s report, the auditor has no obligation to make 
inquiries or perform additional procedures related to subsequent events unless 
information that might affect the report comes to the auditor’s attention.
• SAS No. l, Codification of Auditing Standards and Procedures. This amendment revises 
AU Section. 530, “Dating of the Independent Auditor’s Report," to clarify that a 
subsequent event that requires adjustment of the financial statements is one that occurs 
after the date of the auditor’s report and before the issuance of the related financial 
statements.
The standards will be available in September 2002. To obtain the publications, see the 
ordering instructions on pages 16 and 25.
Agreed-Upon Procedures for NJ Annual 
Claims Prompt Payment Reports
By Susan Jones
The state of New Jersey recently imposed new requirements on auditors 
of carriers, which are organizations authorized to issue health and dental 
benefit plans in New Jersey. The carriers are now required by the New 
Jersey Administrative Code to report annually to the state’s Department of Banking and 
Insurance on any late payments of health or dental claims and the reasons for any denials of 
claims (a claims prompt payment report). The Code also now requires the carriers’ auditors to
issue a report on these claims prompt payment reports.
The AICPA’s New Jersey Annual Claims Prompt Payment Reports Task Force worked closely 
with the state of New Jersey Division of Banking and Insurance to design an agreed-upon 
procedures engagement that would meet the requirements of the New Jersey Administrative 
Code, and also comply with the AICPA’s Code of Ethics. The results of this effort are embodied 
in Statement of Position (SOP) 02-1, Performing Agreed-Upon Procedures Engagements That 
Address Annual Claims Prompt Payment Reports as Required by the New Jersey Administrative 
Code (product no. 014934).
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This new SOP provides guidance on how to apply the provisions of Chapter 2, “Agreed-Upon 
Procedures Engagements,” of the Attestation Standards to this type of engagement. The SOP 
also provides an illustrative report, a list of procedures to which the NJ Division of Banking and 
Insurance has agreed, and an illustrative management representation letter.
Accounting and Review Services Committee Issues 
Omnibus—2002 Exposure Draft
by Kim Gibson
On August 1, 2002, the Accounting and Review Services Committee (ARSC) issued an exposure 
draft of a proposed Statement on Standards for Accounting and Review Services (SSARSs) titled 
Omnibus Statement—2002. The Statement includes proposed revisions to SSARSs that have 
accumulated over time. Generally, these revisions do not, in and of themselves, warrant the 
issuance of separate standards; accordingly, an omnibus standard is issued. The following are 
the topics covered by the exposure draft:
• The auditing literature allows an accountant who may be associated with financial 
statements of a public company, but has not audited or reviewed such statements, to state 
that he or she has not audited the unaudited information, and also provides illustrative 
report wording. Such guidance is also appropriate for compilation and review 
engagements; however, SSARSs currently does not include illustrative wording. This 
amendment will revise SSARS No. 1, Compilation and Review of Financial Statements 
(AR sec. 100.03), to include wording that may be appropriate in these circumstances.
• The accounting literature does not require a statement of retained earnings to be 
presented as a financial statement. Accounting Principles Board Opinion No. 12, 
Omnibus Opinion—1967, requires disclosure of a change in capital. This can be 
presented in a separate statement in the notes to the financial statements or as part of 
another basic statement. In addition, the illustrative reports in SSARSs currently do not 
refer to the statement of comprehensive income. This amendment adds two footnotes to 
SSARS No. 1 (AR sec. 100.14 and 100.36), indicating that (1) the statement of retained 
earnings is not a required statement and, if not presented as a separate statement, need not 
be referred to in compilation and review reports and, (2) if the statement of 
comprehensive income is presented, reference to the statement should be made in the 
appropriate paragraphs of the report.
• SSARSs currently does not specifically require the signature of the accounting firm or the 
accountant in a review or compilation report. This proposed amendment will revise 
SSARS No. 1 to require such a signature.
• The existing guidance in SSARS No. 1 (AR sec. 100.29) requires an accountant to obtain 
a representation letter from management. This guidance is not specific about the content 
of the letter, the dating of the letter, and current management’s responsibility regarding 
previous years. This amendment will require the accountant to obtain specific 
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representations from management when performing a review engagement. The 
amendment also will provide guidance on dating of the letter, and guidance regarding 
obtaining representations from current management if they have not been present during 
all periods covered by the accountant’s report.
• SSARS No. 1 (AR sec. 100.44) provides guidance on reporting on supplementary 
information. The existing guidance is unclear as to whether the accountant may 
separately report on supplementary information in a compilation engagement. This 
proposed amendment would explicitly allow the accountant to separately report on 
supplementary information in a compilation engagement, consistent with guidance on 
reporting on supplementary information in a review engagement.
• SSARSs currently does not refer to the Statements on Quality Control Standards and how 
those standards interact with SSARSs. The proposed amendment will clarify that 
although an effective quality control system is conducive to compliance with SSARSs, 
deficiencies in or noncompliance with a firm’s quality control system do not, in and of 
themselves, indicate that an engagement was not performed in accordance with the 
applicable professional standards. This amendment would be included as the last section 
of SSARS No. 1.
• SSARS No. 4, Communications Between Predecessor and Successor Accountants (AR 
sec. 400), provides guidance on communications between accountants when the 
successor accountant decides to communicate with the predecessor regarding acceptance 
of an engagement. This amendment defines the terms predecessor accountant and 
successor accountant, provides guidance regarding acceptance of an engagement, 
suggests inquiries the successor accountant may decide to ask the predecessor accountant, 
and includes an illustrative successor-accountant acknowledgment letter, which the 
predecessor may want to use in connection with granting access to the working papers.
Practitioners are asked to submit their comments on the proposed Statement to the AICPA no 
later than October 1, 2002. All comments should be sent to Sherry Boothe, Audit and Attest 
Standards, AICPA, 1211 Avenue of the Americas, New York, NY 10036-8775. Comments also 
may be sent by electronic mail to sboothe@aicpa.org. The exposure draft can be downloaded 
from AICPA.org
Ordering Instructions
To order publications, call: (888) 777-7077 (menu selection #1); write: AICPA Order Department, CLA3, P.O. 
Box 2209, Jersey City, NJ 07303-2209; fax: (800) 362-5066 or go to www.cpa2biz.com Users of the Web site 
must register at the site prior to ordering. AICPA and state society members should have their membership 
numbers ready when they order. Nonmembers also may order AICPA products. Prices do not include shipping 
and handling.
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Highlights of Technical Activities
The Auditing Standards Board (ASB) performs its work through task forces composed of 
members of the ASB and others with technical expertise in the subject matter of the projects. The 
findings of these task forces periodically are presented to members of the ASB, at public 
meetings, for their review and discussion. Listed below are the current task forces of the ASB 
and brief summaries of their objectives and activities.
Task Forces of the ASB
ASB Horizons II Task Force (Staff Liaison: Gretchen Fischbach; Task Force Chair: John A. 
Fogarty). This task force has been charged with developing the ASB’s strategic plan for the next 
three to five years, and held its first meeting on April 18, 2002. The ASB welcomes the input of 
AICPA members and others interested in the ASB’s planning activities. Comments should be 
directed to Gretchen Fischbach via the Internet at gfischbach@aicpa.org.
Audit Issues Task Force (Staff Liaison: Gretchen Fischbach; Task Force Chair: James S. 
Gerson). This task force generally meets on a monthly basis to (1) oversee the ASB’s planning 
process, (2) evaluate technical issues raised by various constituencies and determine their 
appropriate disposition, including referral to an ASB task force or development of an 
interpretation or other guidance, (3) address emerging audit and attestation practice issues, (4) 
provide advice on ASB task force objectives and composition, and monitor the progress of task 
forces, and (5) assist the ASB Chair and the Audit and Attest Standards staff in carrying out their 
functions, including liaising with other groups.
Consistency Task Force (Staff Liaison: Gretchen Fischbach; Task Force Chair: Craig W. 
Crawford). This task force will reconsider the consistency standard in SAS No. 1, Codification of 
Auditing Standards and Procedures, “Consistency of Application of Generally Accepted 
Accounting Principles” (AU sec. 420). The objective of the consistency standard is to ensure that 
the auditor appropriately reports changes in accounting principles that materially affect the 
interperiod comparability of financial statements. The task force also is charged with expanding 
the guidance in SAS No. 32, Adequacy of Disclosure in Financial Statements using Statement of 
Financial Accounting concepts No. 2, Qualitative Characteristics of Accounting Information as 
the basis for the expansion. At its July 2002 meeting, the ASB asked the task force to research 
the usefulness of the consistency explanatory paragraph and to obtain user groups’ reactions to 
the possible elimination of the consistency standard. The task force will present the results of the 
research and a draft of the expanded SAS No. 32 at a future ASB meeting.
Fair Value Task Force (Staff Liaison: Gretchen Fischbach; Task Force Chair: Susan L. 
Menelaides). The ASB has approved issuance of an exposure draft entitled Auditing Fair Value 
Measurements and Disclosures. For additional information about the work of this task force, see 
the article, “ASB Issues Exposure Draft on Auditing Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures” 
on page 9.
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Financial Instruments Task Force (Staff Liaison: Judith M. Sherinsky; Task Force Chair: 
Stephen D. Holton) The task force has drafted the following updates to the Audit Guide, 
Auditing Derivative Instruments, Hedging Activities, and Investments in Securities:
• A significant expansion of an existing case study to add considerations for assertions 
about ineffectiveness in the hedging relationship.
• A case study that addresses considerations for a foreign currency hedge when part of the 
change in the derivative’s fair value is excluded from the assessment of hedging 
effectiveness and the remaining critical terms of the derivative and the hedged item 
match.
• A case study that addresses considerations for assertions about a hedge for which the 
shortcut method is used and impairment considerations when the carrying amount of the 
hedged item has been increased under fair value hedge accounting.
• Two case studies that address considerations when assertions about hedge effectiveness 
are based on the use of regression analysis
• An appendix on considerations for assertions about hedging effectiveness based on the 
use of regression analysis.
The task force is drafting additional auditing guidance related to energy and other commodity 
contracts for which there is no readily determinable market and anticipates that the updated 
Guide will be issued in the Fall of 2002.
Fraud Task Force (Staff Liaison: Kim M. Gibson; Task Force Chair: David Landsittel). For 
information about this task force, see the article on page 4, “ASB Reviews Comments on Fraud 
Exposure Draft
International Auditing Standards Subcommittee (Staff Liaison: Susan S. Jones; Subcommittee 
Chair: John Archambault). The ASB created this subcommittee to support the development of 
international standards. Subcommittee activities include providing technical advice and support 
to the AICPA representative and technical advisors to the International Auditing and Assurance 
Standards Board, commenting on exposure drafts of international assurance standards, 
participating in and identifying U.S. volunteer participants for international standard-setting 
projects, identifying opportunities for establishing joint standards with other standard setters, 
identifying international issues that affect auditing and attestation standards and practices, and 
assisting the ASB and other AICPA committees in developing and implementing AICPA 
international strategies.
Joint Quality Control Standards Task Force (Staff Liaison: Judith M. Sherinsky; Task Force 
Chair: Craig W. Crawford). This task force considers matters related to Statements on Quality 
Control Standards (SQCSs). In response to recommendations from the Public Oversight Board’s 
Panel on Audit Effectiveness, the task force is revising Guide for Establishing and Maintaining a 
System of Quality Control for a CPA Firm’s Accounting and Auditing Practice (Guide) to 
incorporate recently issued SQCSs and to provide practitioners with more specific and detailed 
guidance. The task force has been meeting regularly to review various drafts of the Guide, most 
recently on August 1, 2002 in New York.
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The task force has also drafted amendments to Statements on Auditing Standards (SASs) and 
Statements on Standards for Attestation Engagements (SSAEs) to clarify the relationship 
between the SQCSs and engagements performed under the SASs and SSAEs. The amendments 
are included in Omnibus SAS and SSAE—2002 and indicate that deficiencies in, or 
noncompliance with a firm’s quality control system do not, in and of themselves, indicate that an 
engagement was not performed in accordance with the applicable professional standards. 
Corollary wording is added to SQCS No. 2, System of Quality Control for a CPA Firm's 
Accounting and Auditing Practice by SQCS No. 6, titled Amendment to Statement on Quality 
Control Standards No. 2, System of Quality Control for a CPA Firm’s Accounting and Auditing 
Practice.
Legal Inquiry Letters Reeducation Task Force (Staff Liaison: Gretchen Fischbach; Task Force 
Chair: Susan L. Menelaides). This joint task force, composed of representatives of the AICPA 
and the American Bar Association, was established to address concerns regarding language 
used by auditors in audit inquiry letters issued pursuant to SAS No. 12, Inquiry of a Client's 
Lawyer concerning Litigation, Claims, and Assessments, and responses by attorneys to those 
letters.
Nonfinancial Information Task Force (Staff Liaison: Susan S. Jones, Task Force Chair: Alan 
G. Paulus). This task force investigated how an auditor could report on nonfinancial information, 
or other information that is not a product of the entity’s accounting system, when such 
information is included in or with the entity’s financial statements. For the purpose of 
deliberation on the method and form of the report, the task force assumed that standard setters 
have established criteria for this information so that practitioners may attest to it.
The task force suggested guidance that would clarify whether and how an auditor may report on 
certain information accompanying or in the financial statements, for example, information the 
entity voluntarily wishes to disclose. This guidance was relayed to the Omnibus Task Force, and 
will be included in the Omnibus SAS - 2002. (See the list of amendments in the article, 
“Omnibus SAS 2002” on page 1). The Nonfinancial Information Task Force was subsequently 
disbanded.
Joint Risk Assessments Task Force (Staff Liaisons: Julie Anne Dilley and Sylvia Barrett; Task 
Force Chairs: John A. Fogarty and John Kellas). This task force is a joint effort of the 
International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) and the ASB. The task force is 
reviewing the auditor's consideration of the risk assessment process, including the necessary 
understanding of the entity and its environment, including its internal control, to assess the risk 
of material misstatement of the financial statements, and how the auditor uses the risk 
assessment to determine the nature, timing, and extent of audit procedures to reduce audit risk to 
an acceptably low level. The task force intends to develop guidance that will be approved for 
issuance by both the IAASB and the ASB, although it may be incorporated differently into the 
respective standards to accommodate organizational differences. The guidance is expected to be 
approved for exposure by the IAASB and the ASB in the fall of 2002.
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Omnibus SAS 2002 Task Force (Staff Liaison: Kim M. Gibson; Task Force Chair: O. Ray 
Whittington). For information about the work of this task force, see the article on page 9, “ASB 
Issues SAS No. 98 and SSAE No. 12, Omnibus 2002.”
SAS No. 50 Task Force: (Staff Liaison: Kim M. Gibson; Task Force Chair: Craig Crawford) For 
information about the work of this task force, see the article on page 8, “ASB Issues SAS to 
Address Reports on Hypothetical Transactions.”
SAS No. 71 Task Force (Staff Liaison: Judith M. Sherinsky, Task Force Chair: Alan G. Paulus). 
For information about the work of this task force, see the article on page 6, “ASB Issues 
Exposure Draft to Replace SAS No. 71, Interim Financial Information.”
Sustainability Task Force (Staff Liaison: Jane M. Mancino; Task Force Chair: Beth A. 
Schneider). This joint task force of the AICPA’s ASB and Assurance Services Executive 
Committee and the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants’ Assurance Services 
Development Board is charged with developing a marketable assurance service on sustainability 
reporting, and participating with other organizations in the development of suitable criteria for 
the preparation of such presentations. Sustainability presentations are issued by companies to 
explain their economic, environmental, and social performance in the context of their business 
activities. Practitioners are beginning to receive requests from preparers to report on their 
environmental or sustainability presentations. Such requests may be driven by users seeking 
assurance on such information or a desire by preparers to add more credibility to the information 
they are providing. Such presentations are more common in Europe but are now being issued by 
some major U.S. corporations. The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) of Boston, MA has 
developed initial guidelines for sustainability presentations to be used globally and is continuing 
to further develop these guidelines. The task force prepared and sent in May a comment letter to 
the GRI on its draft 2002 Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. The task force is also researching 
the topic of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions trading with a view toward 
development of an assurance service on such emissions reductions.
Other Task Forces, Committees, and Activities
Accounting and Review Services Committee (ARSC) (Staff Liaison: Kim M. Gibson; 
Committee Chair: Diane S. Conant). For information about the work of this Committee, see the 
article on page 11, “Accounting and Review Services Committee Issues Omnibus Exposure 
Draft.”
Auditing Standards Committee (Chair: Brian Ballou, Auburn University) The Auditing 
Standards Committee of the American Accounting Association is charged with fostering 
interaction between the Association’s Auditing Section and auditing standard-setting bodies such 
as the AICPA’s ASB. The ASB has long supported strengthening its relationship with the 
academic community as well as increasing the community’s participation in the standard-setting 
process. Ray Whittington, ASB member, and Gretchen Fischbach, Audit and Attest Standards 
Technical Manager, attend the AAA Auditing Standards Committee meetings. Under that 
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Committee’s auspices, the ASB presented a panel on research opportunities in auditing standards 
at the Auditing Section’s 2002 Mid-Year Meeting. The ASB expects to present another panel on 
the audit risk model at the 2003 Meeting.
International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) (U.S. Member: Edmund R. 
Noonan; U.S. Technical Advisor: Susan S. Jones). In June 2002, the IAASB (formerly the 
International Auditing Practices Committee) held its first public meeting in Mexico City. All 
future meetings will be open to the public. In June, the IAASB voted to issue a new 
International Standard on Auditing (ISA), Auditing Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures. 
This standard was used as a basis for the US exposure draft on the same topic. The article on 
page 11, “ASB Issues Exposure Draft on Auditing Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures,” 
summarizes the US exposure draft.
In June, the IAASB also issued a comment letter to the US ASB on its Fraud Exposure Draft, 
and deliberated its projects on the audit risk model (a joint project with the US ASB), moderate 
assurance, quality control, and compliance with International Accounting Standards . For more 
information on the activities of the IAASB, including information on attending public meetings 
of the IAASB, go to http://www.ifac.org/IAASB/.
The IAPC is working jointly with the ASB on a project to update and enhance the audit risk 
model. Other projects of the IAPC include quality control standards, consolidated financial 
statements, and fraud. All of these projects may result in new standards or other forms of 
guidance. An analysis comparing the International Standards on Auditing with the SASs that 
identifies instances in which the ISAs specify procedures not specified by U.S. auditing 
standards is included in Appendix B of the Codification of Statements on Auditing Standards.
Privacy Task Force (Staff Liaison: Erin P. Mackler; Chair: Everett Johnson) A task force of the 
Business Advisory and Assurance Services Executive Committee is establishing criteria and 
developing services to address enterprise-wide privacy. Such criteria might be used to evaluate 
compliance with regulatory requirements related to privacy or to help entities establish best 
practices for managing risk related to privacy. Judith Sherinsky is assisting the task force with 
aspects of the project related to attestation engagements.
Valuing Privately-Held-Company Equity Securities (VPES) Issued In Other Than a Business 
Combination Task Force (Staff: Marc Simon; Chair: Val Bitton) Since October 2001, the 
AICPA’s Accounting Standards Team has been working with a cross section of experts from 
industry, public accounting, academe, and business valuation to identify best practices related to 
valuation of privately held company equity securities that are issued in other than a business 
combination. The ASB is monitoring this project and plans to develop auditing guidance relating 
to the valuation of privately held equity securities. Lynford Graham, ASB member, is a member 
of the VPES task force. Gretchen Fischbach, Audit and Attest Standards Technical Manager, 
attends the meetings as an observer.
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Recently Issued and Approved Documents
Title (Product Number) Issue Date Effective Date
Statements on Auditing Standards (SASs
SAS No. 98, Omnibus—2002
(Not yet available)
New
September 2002 Effective on issuance except for the 
revision t IAS No. 70, effective for 
reports Eaied on or after January 1, 
2003. Eaimi application is permissible.
SAS No. 97, Amendment to SAS No. 
50, Reports on the Application of 
Accounting Principles (060699) 
New
August 2002 Effective written reports issued, or 
oral advic , . jvided on or after June 30, 
2002. Eari a application of the 
provi sion. ;. ic Statement i s
permissibi
SAS No. 96, Audit Documentation
(060698)
New
January 2002 Effective 4 audits of financial 
statement, for periods beginning on or 
after May f '002. Ea-lier application is 
permitted
SAS No. 95, Generally Accepted
Auditing Standards
(060697)
December 2001 Effective udits of 1 inancial
statement ; periods beginning on or 
after Dec ' ber 15, 2001.
Statements on Standards for Attestation Engager ts (SSAEs)
SSAE No. 12, Omnibus—- 2002
(Not yet available)
New
September 2002 Effective i vi issuance.
SSAE No. 11, Attest Documentation 
(023030)
New
January 2002 Effective i. dest engagements when 
the subjec latter or assertion is as of or 
for a peric ending on or after December 
15, 2002. irlier apph ration is 
permitted
Statements on Quality Control Standards (S A"Ss)
SQCS No. 6, Amendment to 
Statement on Quality Control 
Standards No. 2 , System of Quality 
Control for a CPA Firm’s 
Accounting and Auditing Practice 
(Not yet available)
New
September 2002 Effective i n issuance.
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Interpretations of SASs
Title Issue Date Effective Date
Interpretation of SAS No. 58, Reports 
on Audited Financial Statements,
Interpretation No. 14 “Reporting on 
Audits Conducted in Accordance 
With Auditing Standards Generally 
Accepted in the United States of 
America and in Accordance With 
International Standards on Auditing” 
(AU sec. 9508)
March 2002  Interpretations of audit, attest, and 
 quality control standards are effective
 upon issuance in the Journal of 
 Accountancy.
Interpretations of SAS No. 70, Service
Organizations
February 2002
Interpretation No. 4, “Responsibilities 
of Service Organizations and Service 
Auditors With Respect to Forward- 
Looking Information in a Service 
Organization’s Description of 
Controls”
Interpretation No. 5, “Statements 
About the Risk of Projecting 
Evaluations of the Effectiveness of 
Controls to Future Periods”
Interpretation No. 6, “Responsibilities 
of Service Organizations and Service 
Auditors With Respect to Subsequent 
Events in a Service Auditor’s 
Engagement”
Interpretation of SAS No. 73, Using 
the Work of a Specialist, "The Use of 
Legal Interpretations as Evidential 
Matter to Support Management's 
Assertion That a Transfer of Financial 
Assets Has Met the Isolation Criterion 
in Paragraph 9(a) of Financial 
Accounting Standards Board 
Statement No. 140"
December 2001
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Statements of Position
Title (Product Number) Issue Date Effective Date
Statement of Position 02-1,
Performing Agreed-Upon 
Procedures Engagements That 
Address Annual Claims Prompt 
Payment Reports as Required by the 
New Jersey Administrative Code 
(014934)
New
May 23, 2002 Effective upon issuance
Statement of Position 01-4, 
Reporting Pursuant to the 
Association for Investment 
Management and Research 
Performance Presentation 
Standards
(014931)
November 15, 2001 Effective for engagements to examine 
and report on aspects of an investment 
firm’s compliance with, and/or 
examining and reporting on specific 
composite results in conformity with, 
the redrafted AIMR-PPS standards, 
the U.S. and Canadian version of 
GIPS. The SOP may not be applied to 
engagements in which the investment 
firm has not yet adopted the redrafted 
AIMR-PPS standards.
AICPA Audit Guides
Service Organizations: Applying
SAS No. 70, As Amended
(012772)
April 15, 2002
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Projected Auditing Standards Board Agenda
Codes: DI- Discussion of issues, DD - Discussion of draft document, ED-Vote to ballot a 
document for exposure, EP-Exposure Period, CL- Discussion of comment letters, FI- Vote to 
ballot a document for final issuance, SU- Status Update
ASB Meeting Dates and Locations
Project
September 10-12, 2002
New York, NY
October 29-31, 2002
New York, NY
December 17-19, 2002
Tempe, AZ
Consistency DI DI
Fair Values EP FI
Fraud CL FI
SAS No. 71 EP FI
Risk Assessment DD ED EP
Ordering Information
To order publications, call: (888) 777-7077 (menu selection #1); write: AICPA Order Department, CLA3, P.O. Box 
2209, Jersey City, NJ 07303-2209; fax: (800) 362-5066 or go to www.cpa2biz.com Users of the Web site must register 
at the site prior to ordering. AICPA and state society members should have their membership numbers ready when they 
order. Nonmembers also may order AICPA products. Prices do not include shipping and handling.
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Members of the Auditing Standards Board
Name Affiliation
James S. Gerson, Chair PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP
Jeffery C. Bryan Crisp Hughes Evans LLP
Linda K. Cheatham Linda K. Cheatham, CPA P.C.
Craig Crawford KPMG LLP
John A. Fogarty Deloitte & Touche LLP
Lynford Graham BDO Seidman LLP
Auston G. Johnson Utah State Auditor’s Office
Michael P. Manspeaker Smith Elliott Kearns & Co. LLC
Susan L. Menelaides Altschuler, Melvoin & Glasser, LLP
Alan G. Paulus Ernst & Young, LLP
Mark K. Scoles Grant Thornton LLP
Bruce P. Webb McGladrey & Pullen, LLP
O. Ray Whittington DePaul University
Carl L. Williams III Bennett Thrasher PC
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AICPA Audit and Attest Standards Staff
Name Title E-mail address
Charles E. Landes Director Clandes@aicpa.org
Susan S. Jones Senior Technical Manager Sjones@aicpa.org
Julie Anne Dilley Technical Manager Jdilley@aicpa.org
Gretchen Fischbach Technical Manager Gfischbach@aicpa.org
Kim M. Gibson Technical Manager Kgibson@aicpa.org
Jane M. Mancino Technical Manager Jmancino@aicpa.org
Judith M. Sherinsky Technical Manager Jsherinsky@aicpa.org
Sherry P. Boothe Administrative Secretary Sboothe@aicpa.org
Sharon Macey Administrative Secretary smacey@aicpa.org
Jacqueline E. Walker Administrative Assistant Jwalker@aicpa.org
For additional information about projects of the Audit and Attest Standards Staff and the ASB, 
call 212/596-6036.
In Our Opinion is published by the Audit and Attest Standards Staff of the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants, 1211 Avenue of the Americas, New York, NY 10036-8775. The 
views expressed herein are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. Official positions of the AICPA are 
determined through certain specific committee procedures, due process, and deliberation.
Editor: Judith M. Sherinsky
Administrative Editor: Jacqueline E. Walker
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